REMARKS 

By this response, no claims have been amended, cancelled, or added. Consequently, 
Claims 1-5, 7-11, 14-37, and 39-49 are currently pending in the application. All issues raised in 
the Office Action of April 3, 2006 shall be addressed hereafter. 

CLAIM 49 IS A PROPER DEPENDENT CLAIM 

The Office Action objected to Claim 49 on groimds that it is allegedly unclear whether 
Claim 49 is an independent claim or a dependent claim. No legal authority was cited to support 
this position, and the Office Action did not identify any alleged deficiency of Claim 49. 

Claim 49 is a dependent claim. A claim is a proper dependent claim if it depends upon 
another claim (the "base claim"), and it limits the scope of the base claim. Claim 49 is a multiple 
dependent claim that depends upon one of Claims 7-11, 26-37, 39-46, and 48. Claim 49 fiirther 
limits the scope of each of the claims upon which it depends. Consequently, Claim 49 is a 
proper dependent claim. 

While dependent Claim 49 is directed towards a computer-readable storage medium that 
holds code which, when executed, performs the method recited in any one of a plurality of 
methods claims, such practice is explicitly authorized by MPEP § 608.01 (n). In fact, many 
patents have issued with this form of dependent claim, including (a) 6,71 1,567, (b) 6,661,877, (c) 
6,647,510, (d) 6,633,891, (e) 6,631,371, (f) 6,130,677, and (g) 6,031,934. 

Accordingly, it is respectfiilly submitted that Claim 49 is a proper dependent claim. If 
the Office disagrees, the Office is respectfiilly requested to identify the legal requirement that 
Claim 49 allegedly fails to satisfy. 
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THE PENDING CLAIMS ARE PATENTABLE OVER THE CITED ART 

Claims 1-5, 7-11, 14-37, and 39-49 have been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable by U.S. Patent Application 2002/0099806 by issued to Balsamo et 
al. ("Balsamo") in view of U.S. Patent 6,405,251 issued to BuUard et al. ("Bullard"). Claims 19 
and 24 have been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Balsamo 
in view of Bullard in view of U.S. Patent Application 2003/0065762 issued to Stolorz et al. 
(''Stolorz"). The rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Even if the cited art were to be properly combined, the resulting combination would still 
fail to disclose, teach, or suggest at least one element featured in each pending claim. Each 
independent claim shall be address separately below. 



CLAIM 1 

Claim 1 requires: 

A system for actively managing configurable components, comprising: 

a plurality of components, each component storing a configuration comprising a 
set of configuration parameters; 

a repository that stores information about a configuration policy; 

a server configured to (a) register each of the plurality of components, (b) 
perform dynamic probing operations to identify configuration 
changes made to the conflguration of each of the plurality of 
components, and (c) validate identified configuration changes against 
the configuration policy to determine whether the configuration 
changes conform to the configuration policy (emphasis added). 

At least the above-bolded elements of Claim 1 are not disclosed, taught, or suggested by 
Balsamo or Bullard, either individually or in combination. 
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The Approach of Claim 1 

Claim 1 is directed towards a system for actively managing configurable components. 
The system of Claim 1 includes a plurality of components that each stores a configuration 
comprising a set of configuration parameters. The system of Claim 1 further includes a 
repository that stores information about a configuration poUcy. The system of Claim 1 also 
includes a server that is configured to (a) register each of the plurality of components, (b) 
perform dynamic probing operations to identify configuration changes made to the configuration 
of each of the plurality of components, and (c) validate identified configuration changes against 
the configuration policy to determine whether the configuration changes conform to the 
configuration policy. 

Advantageously, each component may have its configuration changed without the 
component shouldering the responsibility of vahdating the configuration change against the 
configuration policy. 

The Approach of Balsamo 

Balsamo is directed towards eliminating duplicate network usage data. The approach of 
Balsamo includes a plurality of node host computers. Each node host computer has a node 
manager, at least one processing node and a data manager. The data manager delivers network 
records between processing nodes. The system can include an administrative client and an 
administrative server communicating with the node host computers and the administrative client. 
The administrative server stores files of executable code that can be dynamically downloaded 
form the server to configure the client. (See Abstract). 
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Importantly, Balsamo lacks any teaching or suggestion of several fundamental concepts 
employed by the approach of Claim 1. For example, Balsamo lacks any suggestion of a server 
performing a probing operation, against a component, to identify configuration changes made to 
the configuration of the component. As another example, as acknowledged by the Office Action, 
Balsamo lacks any suggestion of a server validating identified configuration changes against a 
configiu-ation policy. 

The Approach of Bullard 

Bullard is directed towards collecting and aggregating data from network entities for a 
data consuming application (See Abstract). Bullard records network traffic transactions data to 
help ascertain the quality of service in a network (Col. 31, lines 32-35). The network 
administrator can then observe the actual level of service delivered to a customer to determine if 
the quality of service provided matches the quality of service specified in a service level 
agreement (Col. 31, lines 35-38). 

hnportantly, Bullard lacks any suggestion of a configuration policy used to validate 
configuration changes made to the configuration of components or a server that validates those 
configuration changes using a configuration pohcy stored in a repository. At best, Bullard 
teaches an approach that determines whether the actual quality of service provided to a customer 
meets a quality of service specified in a service level agreement. However, determining whether 
an actual level of service delivered to a customer meets a level of quality specified in a service 
level agreement has nothing to do with validating the configuration changes made to the 
configuration of a component against a configuration policy. 
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Differences between Claim 1 and the Cited Art 

In view of the fundamental difference between the features of Claim 1 and the cited art, 
even if Balsamo and Bullard were to be properly combined, the resulting combination would still 
fail to disclose, teach, or suggest nvmierous elements recited in Claim 1 . For example. Claim 1 
recites "a server configured to (a) register each of the plurality of component." Server 12 of 
Balsamo is cited to show this element; however, server 12 oi Balsamo does not register any 
components in the approach of Balsamo. Consequently, this element cannot be disclosed, 
taught, or suggested by Balsamo. If the Office disagrees, the Office is respectfully invited to 
particular identify what component is registered with server 12 oi Balsamo. 

Claim 1 also recites the feature of "a server configured to . . . (b) perform dynamic 
probing operations to identify configuration changes made to the configuration of each of the 
plurality of components." Server 12 of Balsamo is also cited to show this element; however, no 
fiirther explanation was provided by the Office Action as to how server 12 performs activities 
that are allegedly analogous to this element. 

Server 12 of Balsamo does not perform any action analogous to a dynamic probing 
operation to identify configuration changes made to the configuration of each of a plurality of 
components. Server 12 of Balsamo receives messages from the client and distributes commands 
to the node managers (see paragraph 69). However, this activity cannot qualify as a dynamic 
probing operation that identifies configuration changes made to a configuration of a component. 
The server of Balsamo does not contact any entity to see if there are any configuration changes 
made to an entity's configuration. For example, server 12 of Balsamo does not probe the client, 
the node managers, or the nodes, to identify any configuration changes made thereto. Thus, 
Balsamo cannot possibly disclose, teach, or suggest, "a server configured to . . . (b) perform 
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dynamic probing operations to identify configuration changes made to the configuration of each 
of the plurahty of components" as recited in Claim 1. If the Office disagrees, the Office is 
respectfully invited to more particularly identify a portion of Balsamo that allegedly teaches this 
element. 

Claim 1 also recites the feature of "a server configured to .. . (c) validate identified 
configuration changes against the configuration policy to determine whether the configuration 
changes conform to the configuration policy." The Office Action acknowledges that Balsamo 
does not suggest, teach or disclose this element by stating, "Balsamo does not explicitly detail 
'validate identified configuration change[s] against the configuration policy'." Based on this 
admission, Balsamo cannot possibly show this element, as Balsamo is acknowledged to lack a 
teaching of validating identified configuration changes against a configuration policy. 

Even without the Office Action's admission, Balsamo cannot possibly teach or suggest 
this element, as server 12 (the portion of Balsamo alleged by the Office Action to be analogous 
to a server as claimed) does not perform any action that qualifies as validating identified 
configuration changes against a configuration policy to determine whether the configuration 
changes conform to the configuration policy. 

In recognition of the deficiencies of Balsamo, the Office Action relies upon Bullard to 
show the element of "a server configured to . . .(c) validate identified configuration changes 
against the configuration policy to determine whether the configuration changes conform to the 
configuration policy" recited in Claim 1 . 

The position of the Office Action appears to analogize a configuration policy as claimed 
to a service level agreement as taught by Bullard. A service level agreement (SLA), as taught by 
Bullard, is an agreement between an Applications Service Provider (ASP) and the end user. A 
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SLA identifies a specified level of service, support options, and a guaranteed level of system 
performance. 

A SLA is markedly different than a configuration policy. A level of service specified by 
a SLA can be provided with or without the configuration of a component changing. Similarly, 
the configuration of a component may change with or without the service requirements of the 
SLA being met. Knowledge of whether or not the service requirements of a SLA are met does 
not enable an administrator to determine whether a configuration of a component has changed. 
Consequently, a configuration policy and a SLA are orthogonal concepts . 

Moreover, no portion of Bullard describes an entity that performs anything analogous to 
validating identified configuration changes against a configuration policy to determine whether 
the configuration changes conform to the configuration policy. As a result, this element cannot 
be disclosed, taught, or suggest by Bullard as well. If the Office disagrees, the Office is 
respectfiilly invited to more particularly identify a portion of Bullard that allegedly shows a 
server validating identified configuration changes against a configuration policy to determine 
whether the configuration changes conform to the configuration policy. 

Consequently, at least one element recited in Claim 1 is not disclosed, taught, or 
suggested by Balsamo and Bullard, either individually or in combination. Thus, even HBalsamo 
and Bullard were to be properly combined, the resulting combination would still fail to disclose, 
teach, or suggest the features of Claim 1. As a result, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 1 is 
patentable over the cited art and is in condition for allowance. 

CLAIM? 

Independent Claim 7 recites the following features: 
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A method for actively managing configurable components, comprising: 
maintaining a repository, accessible to a server, that stores information about a 

configuration policy; 
registering, with the server, each of a plurality of components; 
performing dynamic probing operations to identify conflguration changes 

made to a conflguration of each of the plurality of components; and 
validating, at the server, identifled conflguration changes against the 

conflguration policy to determine whether the identifled conflguration 

changes conform to the conflguration policy (emphasis added). 

The above-bolded features of Claim 7 are not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Balsamo, 
or Bullard, either individually or in combination. 

As explained above with reference to Claim 1, even ii Balsamo and Bullard were to be 
properly combined, the resulting combination would fail to disclose, teach, or suggest the subject 
matter recited in the above-bolded elements of Claim 7. Consequently, as at least one element 
featured in Claim 7 is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Balsamo and Bullard, it is 
respectfiilly submitted that Claim 7 is patentable over the cited art and is in condition for 
allowance. 



CLAIM 14 

Independent Claim 14 recites the following features: 
A system, comprising: 

a plurality of components, wherein each component, of the plurality of 

components, comprises a client module for accessing configuration 

parameters of a configuration of the component; 
a management server which maintains a repository for storing information about a 

configuration policy; and 
a management console capable of accessing the repository, wherein the 

management console comprises: 

at least one service interface for retrieving the conflguration of a 
particular component, of the plurality of components, by 
communicating with the client module associated with the 
particular component; 

a parser for extracting conflguration parameters from each retrieved 
conflguration; and 
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a validator for validating each extracted configuration parameter 
against the conflguration policy (emphasis added). 

The above-bolded features of Claim 14 are not disclosed, taught, or suggested by 
Balsamo and Bullard, either individually or in combination. 

As explained above with reference to Claim 1, even if Balsamo and Bullard were to be 
properly combined, the resulting combination would fail to disclose, teach, or suggest the subject 
matter recited in each bolded element above. Consequently, as at least one element featured in 
Claim 14 is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Balsamo and Bullard, it is respectfully 
submitted that Claim 14 is patentable over the cited art and is in condition for allowance. 



CLAIM 26 

Independent Claim 26 recites the following features: 
A method, comprising: 

maintaining a repository for storing information about a configuration policy; 
retrieving the configuration of each of a plurality of components by 

communicating with a client module residing at each component of 

the plurality of components; 
extracting, from each configuration retrieved, a set of configuration 

parameters; and 

validating each extracted configuration parameter against the configuration 
policy (emphasis added). 

The above-bolded features of Claim 26 are not disclosed, taught, or suggested by 
Balsamo and Bullard, either individually or in combination. 

As explained above with reference to Claim 1, even if Balsamo and Bullard were to be 
properly combined, the resulting combination would fail to disclose, teach, or suggest the subject 
matter recited in each bolded element above. Consequently, as at least one element featured in 
Claim 26 is not disclosed, taught, or suggested by Balsamo and Bullard, either individually or in 
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combination, it is respectfully submitted that Claim 26 is patentable over the cited art and is in 
condition for allowance. 

CLAIMS 2-5. 8-11. 15-25. 27-37. AND 39-49 
Claims 2-5, 8-11, 15-25, 27-37, and 39-49 are dependent claims, each of which depends 
(directly or indirectly) on one of the independent claims discussed above. Each of Claims 2-5, 8- 
11, 15-25, 27-37, and 39-49 is therefore allowable for the reasons given above for the claim on 
which it depends. In addition, each of Claims 2-5, 8-1 1, 15-25, 27-37, and 39-49 introduces one 
or more additional limitations that independently render it patentable. However, due to the 
fundamental differences akeady identified, to expedite the positive resolution of this case, a 
separate discussion of those limitations is not included at this time. The Applicant reserves the 
right to further point out the differences between the cited art and the novel features recited in the 
dependent claims. 



50277-1961 (OID-2001- 129-01) 



11 



CONCLUSION 



For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims 
are now in condition for allowance. Therefore, the issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance is 
believed next in order, and that action is most earnestly solicited. 

The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is 
believed that such contact would fiirther the examination of the present application. 

A petition for extension of time, to the extent necessary to make this reply timely filed, is 
hereby made. Please charge any fee shortages or credit any overages to our Deposit Account No. 



50-1302. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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